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The study of the movemént to desegregate the public' schools of this
N . . ~ ‘ N , N -
country has led to the. development -of adoption of numerous indices of g

desegregation, ., These measures have been used for various pPurposes including -
. . - '
the assessment of effectiveness, changes in patterns of desegregation, and

the relationship of desegregation status to extedt characterlstlce of school

’

dlstrlcts. Certain problems hﬁve been encountered with the use of the
1ndices, however. (D21ubnn d Esler, 1981, Dziuban,11980).. It has been
- . \ - .
demonstrated that the intercdrrelations among a éample of those measures
vary considerahly and unex;e tedly. Some are V1rtua11y 1ndependent of each

other while others eihibit almost perfect correspondence. A few of the

~

policy decision on desegregation, the choice of an index ought not be

-
-

a factor in the dutcome. Slmllarly if one were 1nterested in the relationship

of desegregt;;on to the demography of a dlstrlct the choice’ of a partlcular.

* . measure 'should havc little effect’of the outcome of the .study. Measures
03

whlch proport to assesg ‘the sam¢ construct would ideally yield 1dent1ca1

N . v ~

‘results. Unfortunately, this is not the case so that the choice of a

. rd

particular index as a criterion measure will lead to entirely different

.conclusions. ' The purpose of this pPaper is to construct an illustration of
-/ “ )

* | that, fact by-providing an example with real data.

~

Procedures - ¢ ;

* The sample.for the study comprised the 51xty-seven county schoo;xhistricts

in the state of Florlda.. School enrollment data for ‘the 1978-79 school* year

LN % were obtained for'every'elementary, middle and secondary sohool in the state,

3

~— L o . . . a -7
: » /“ 'J . . ~

.® * . \




-2 -

\
3

from the management information system of tha Stdte Department of Education. >

!

The size of the districts ranged from 880 to approximately three hundred
thousand. The number of pupils involved was well over a million but the

effective sample si{e in this case'ﬁas sixty-seven_sipce each index is an
aggregate number over ‘a school districts. s ' . ¢ /)
Eight indices.of desegregation;or racial isolatign were computed for
. each district. The measures ghiéh were obtained ‘from the literature represent ’ ég
Ca yide range of approaches to-the QUentitative assessment oi desegregetion. - ;

- A — (2

They do, however, have a strong pojnt of congruence. The architects of each

Y

haw;made clalms for the validity of his or her measure for the assessment.

L)

In theory, at least they are,closely‘re}qted to each-other. .

=", [ -
: N . . N . .
The indices were:*

. B e ) |
Theil and Finizza's Measure of Racial Entropy (1967){- Thé .'concept of racial ’.

N v . . %

entropy appears to be borrowed ‘from tﬁermodynamics?where it is considered a

. .
LY k3

. “< . . [ 4
state Qf maximum: randomization. Assumptions are made that the entropy - Ct

o

constitutes the natural state thathﬁork miust be done‘to overcome it. An’

entropic school district is one w1th no racially ldentiffable characterrstics. R

' v -
With respect to data ﬂ\dels, it constitutes an ;nformation theory measure and

9
yields the reduction in uncertainty gained regarding knowledge of a student's -

. R 9
<. ' ~
. race when his school assignment is known. s . Lt
Y . L . PN

Cisin's Segregation Index Number One (1970) ~ Cisin conceived this_ index as-a .

reflection of> the degree to which the schools in a district variéd.from the .

R ’

racial proportions of the district as a whole. In this data model a perfectly
“ St

desegregated school district is one in which schools in it represent thdi

’

racial proportions of the district. This measure is said to be 1nd1v1dua11y

)

LY

based\in that it yields results which can be 1nterpreted in terms of the ' .

,
v

number of pupils requiring relocation in order to‘comply with desegregation

.

'requireménts. This is a very handy piece of information to.have in these matters.

Q - > ‘
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Cisin's Segregation Index Number Two (1970) ~ This index is a variance accounted

. for type in wh;ch the total school district desegregatlon variance -is part1a1ed
- - . e

into between andfw1th1n school components. ’ Phese components lead to the.: , ... ) i

vy S S i
poss1b11ity of statistical hypothesis testing. The advantages aiid disadvantages

-

of this measure have been discussed by Dziuban (198Q). ’ . o\

i

~* Farley and Taeuber's DissimiIarity Index (1974) - This measure gives an . j

. . ) :

- v, . -~ B . |
‘. indication of the degree to which the schools ,of the system deviate from the s

ovarall racial balance in the district. O

. ~ »
°

'Farley and Taeuber's Replacement Index (1974) ~ The replaqenent index gives

an indication of the minifwm number of students requiring redistribution to ., * '

- )

‘achieve .the same racial proportion as the district.

Index of Feasible'Desegregation (kossell and Crain 1973) - This index was .
! oSN .' . '

developed taking into account the commonly voiced complaint that there were

not .enough white students to desegregate some big city schools. Consequently this

» '
’ < T ®

index creates ratios with an arbitrary .70-30 racial balance.
eER S

.
5
- 7~ N 4

Interraoial School Contact (Coléman 1975) Th1s index is best 1nterpreted

. as. the proportlon of a Black §Ehbol child classmates who are white..

Standardlzed Measyre of Segregatlon (Coleman 1975) - This 1ndex is intexpreted
- *
as one minus the ratio of the proportion Blacks in the average white pupils'

- schopl: to the proportion of Blacks in the district as. a whole.
A . : e L.
. The formulation of the indices’ s well as further explanation of their

properties is presented in table'I, The neasures described were compared

*

across the Florida systems using the’ size of the dlstrlct and proportlon Qf

__..r‘ -"\. -. -

~ o .,

m1nor1t1bs as 1ndependent measures. Inltlally, the part1a1 correlatiqn ofaeach {;
v O; . P .':‘ R )

ellnunated . ) L4

g 8 »

fhe results’of that analysis is bresented ih{tabienii It may be - ' e :;:\_
'- ’ 3 ' . - >

ht=] .{

h
. zﬁ? .
‘ observed that the zero order correlatlon between number of students in tie e meud
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districgt and proportion of minoritiks was- .06 The correlations of those

3

variables with. the indices are pr sented in’ table IIIMN#'§ince *the two demoyraphic

4
characteristics were virtually independent, the partialling procedure, was

-
.

expected to have minimal effects'on'the relationships. Comparison of tables

. II and IIT will reVeal this to be the case with minimal changes resulting.

2 K3 . - ' . ‘
Table II reveals that Cisin index (r=.73) and the Standardized Measure of
Segregation (r=.75) to be most' highly cerrélated with the number of students in
the district. The measure of rhcial entropy waerirtnally independent of

. district iize (r=-.08). S~ . >

5
%

‘Three measures, rac1al entr PY (r=.70), the Replacement Index (r=.§?) and
*the measure of interrac1al contac '(r=-90) were nnstohighly re ated to the
proportion of minorities in the districts, Seueral measures achieved virtually
independence with the standardized asure ofésegregation.yielding the\lovegt“-

’ - »
Gsrﬁé (r=.15). .

),y
The linear regressron of the nqmberxof students and the proportion of

minorities on each of" the measures was determined. Tbe results of those-analyses

are presenteﬁ in table IV. . It may be observed that widely disparate. results

*

were achieved with the* squared multiple correlation ranging from.a high of
- C . .
.96 with the measure of interracial contact to a low of .25 with the measure

of feasible desegregation. ) / ‘v . p
Finally the demographic variables were trichotomized into approximate
s g ’ & .

thirds and used as_classf%ication variables in Rypothesis tests. This procedure

was’ aadressed to the question whether or not there were sigpificant differences

%w

in the’ desegregatioh of “the district when size of the district or propoqkion of

hhnorities'were considered. Districts w1th student populations of 880 through

- )

3881 were classified small . Those with populations of. 3932 through 15, 998 "‘ }(

: \\\\were classified as medium and those with enrollments of 17,119 through 229 074

J\ i g
.- de51gnated as large. DlStIICQ§@With proportions of minorities ranging from -
B ca - .

.

b —

- B
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.02 thrc}x;gh 154 were classified as }ow. Those with values ranging from .168

through. .239 were deaignat;ed as medium while .246 through .803 were classified
§
.as 'large. A one-way hypothesis test was performed on each of the measures

.

'I‘he result:s of those tests‘ provided in tables V and VI. From t:able v, it: )

may be observed that: Cisin #1, CJ.sz.n #2 the Dissimilarity Index, the Replacement:

Index and the Sieandardlzed Measure of Segregatlon would have led to that ” )
conclusion t:h‘at: there wds a signi\ficant difference in the desegregation status
c;'f the d;.strict, when those districts were classified by size. The measure of
racial entropy, the measure of fe'asible desegregation and the measure of

1nterrac1al cont:act: would Irave led to the opposite conc1u51on.

The results of the analysi.s by proportlon of minorities is presented in

' " table’ VI. It may be observed that the Measure of Racial Entropy, Replacement

Index, Index of Fea51b1e Dese regat:J.on and the measure of interracial &)ntact:

€

signifijcant difference conclusion. Only one measure

would, have led to \

L}

led to ‘the same conclusion for both comparisons. The replacement index °

\

identified .significant differences in both cases. - S -

The conclusion of this paper is obvious. If one wanted :information on

whether there was a difference in the desegregation of districts depending on
by 3 ,

vhether they were small, medium or large or whether they had low, medium or

high proportion of minorities, different conclusions|would be reached Simply

-
.

by the choice of an index. This is unacceptable with psyc_hological testing

as it should be with indices of desegre;gat:ionl Important differences should \
. ) . : { .
not be an artifact of the particular criterion measuﬂe which was selected.”

Some of the indices are highly correlated with the .de&npg}.'aphics of the“district:s

N -
~

while others are independent: of those measures. . . <

One might argue t:hat: the complexity of the deseg egation construct: is

such that:~reduct:10n to_a unitary concept’ is 1mpractical If, however, such is

1

the case, then the index approach ought to be abandoned for a more,compr,ehensive
- . . .

[

R b
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field based method of assessment. ™ Still further one might speculate that the

. . .
. ’

“ . . c. . r . ) : I3 . .
nature of desegreqgation is siltuationally specific so that different indices

'are.qpp} priate dependindg on the circumstancé. Again this‘whcle line of
. ©

argument tends to detract from the utility of the index approach. If any

1ndex is ever to work, we need a clearer and constant definition on the construct

A -

This paper. demonstrated quite simply that different indices will lead to

differefit conclusions in_identical situations. This must lead one to y
s ’ + ¢
L3
serlously question the use of any index in the study of school desegregatlon.
. \ .
Con51der1ng their b&esent stage of development,\lt is necessary for the éﬁ

?

investigator to carefully develop his' or her'raiiohale when one or more of

-

these measures is used in an investigation. In the absence of this, one can

simply pick and choose the result they wish.
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TABLE 1 ‘ : “oo :
. Numerical Indicators of School Desegregation i '
= Xx.' I
Developer(s) Index = _ ' Comments \
- ’ . T . N R »
Thejl & Finizza Measure of Racial Entropy . This measure was based on information theqry‘ tech-
(1967) . * nique for'measuring the degree oflassociation between .
' B = ;;l B = .tyo ‘qualitative or categorical variables. This Andex,
Deseriptive K i_lpl 1= ' . J can determine not only hew segregated a set of school
. . ’ ’ districts is but also to what extent differences’ i )
2 g the racial composition of the districts .contribute -
T ’ n L v S to the segregation of the overall system (Zoloth )
s 208 W+ (2L us gl : 1, . : :
iil\Pl[ 1 cgg w1 o (X .wl);.l?g 1 wl 1974, p. 19). Some of the 4dvantages of the measure
A as-noted by Zoloth (1974) iricluded:
r . ) - v
E = average racidl entropy °‘Gf all . 1) it may be.extended to cases of more than two racial °
. . . schools in the city L + ethnic categories ) . . .
\ . , ’ . . ’ _ - 2) it incorporates the notion of diminishing marginal
n = total number ‘of schqols in thel payoff, i.e., the cost of additional desegregation
. ci_t:y . . : rises with the absolute level of deségregation
: . o, 3) it is easily aggregated over any unit, such as - K
P; = proportion of students., in the . -classrooms, schoQls or districts '
"i*® school - “4) it can be easily decomposed into betyeen and
b : N - within components such _as between districts and .
: RN ='racial entrepy of the student ' within districts : . PR
. L : . . . ‘ . ‘ . =
body “of the ith' gihogi . 5) it permits ‘the analyst to verify Systematically.
. ) thé sextent to which the student body of a school. . ‘
w, = pProportion of students in the » ° is racially ‘div;ded. ' b .
L v it gehool . ’ I ° o . ST
: The one major ¢lisadvantage to the measure is: that it -
is not as éasily interpreted as othe:r indices (the
disSimilarity index-or Cisin': segregaticn indeyx, .
. ] for example) . . . ’
5 ) :
S h -4
- . . 10




L ’ . ° .
.‘ ' ) . - Q‘ i ' .“ M ‘ “-?“ -D;ﬂ \\.-- !°’ 5" ' c’ i @ LN %‘ -‘ L,. . N ’ .
- ', . ., , - b ) " 2 4 - . - : b A
* ¢ . ,\g’p & ’ , . .:_‘? .\ N . ) .
. TABLE. 1 (cont'd) " . " Voot - T
e v [, b s ' PO X .
» T e
= — i - P = - — n - :&-.;.3;‘;-.:.{.: . "_.:.
Developer(s) Index. . ) . Cotmepnts . '; __— A SR
P e Se  m
Pogany where: . o . . this 1n""and'e are cor\s*dex:eds as' desta natlonb, ?ooal- °', . 'ﬁ'
{cont*qd) ‘ C = objective f::unctidp value wits’ ities as ox‘lgrn:,.and eomv‘\‘-ng costs as tec..nlcak - ‘ : .
c . L , coeffiricnes (034 *r::c;.w hrw;tﬂu,c ,Ls* that thits
. racial congtraints N ’ oy . ,
, oo . Lo T 4 index att.emuw To look at the Yotal, "‘o*nmum.t,l ot o
¢ = objective function without'as G ;;ust ‘schoel dlstnrts) In yie® of fthe reside tie a1’ v o1
! v ) rac1a1 constra:.nts T +]1.segregatign wr:ch makes. ,schoo; deseg‘:egat on dX f’lcuxt o
N T considerirg, the total communlty has marny} ,éppeallqg N B
‘ o St "aspects. i A
" Ccleman ” Interrac1a1 SChool C°o,ntact (I}escriptive) Cole?nan has” dq»eloped two me,a-sures. (1) a measqvé of ., .
‘ (19j5) ‘ T . g.nterraclal scl;ool' contact, and- (?) a, stand&rdfzed KA SR
. s k xg‘kbpkw e R measure of ‘segregation] ‘ Index #1 denotes the pro- N N
Descriptive bw W N Y portion of white childrep.'in the ‘sage SChool with the, - " (]
' k i@ P R S L average Black chlld.\(m\gman, 1975, 6.7y, Accordlgg 4 -,
. o © SN T <o « | to-Coleman, the most meanihgful memsare of segregation, "o
‘wheresa(; - PR .ot ) st Joz. 1ntegrat10n between different grdups 1‘!~a measure -
. schools “in the system ai‘e numbéred ’ expressible in term,s of the experience.of member’ of N . KR
, T 1, .o..k, eeon e m ' B , 1 « ++ Ithese gro-ups..."’"It is the pro'poftlpn of }79 aVetage -~ 1. ®
R 1. 2 proport.iomof Vhites [in the" -} Black. chila’'s? schoolmates that; dre white.! This'is a’ e
Vol e chodl S g ; T weighted averggelof th,e proportion of’ white~ chzldren }n o,
. %, ! " . Yeach school -"Uacksoh‘ (1975) ‘cmt:.c:.zed this index - . ] v,
. nlﬁ»g number of Blacks in the sch,ool N gtaﬁmg thag ‘the prése'hce of Blacks* and. whites "w Win o f ,s“_:
’ . - 7 a given sc o0l has b'een S\hpwn to hot n:ecassar:.ly Q‘xxlb R e ¥
° |-Standardized Measure .of.Segregation » Fin mtensiv contagt betw&ii ‘the . 8. xaqial ‘§§ " (p,, )]
oo vl = p - g i ’ He, therefo ‘e, texrmeg, gbﬁ i s’ :kﬁdex g b . S8 AR g
. -4 i3 3 i3 wE > racial proxim:ty" ngﬁ ":ﬁo‘:xal cg{it‘ac Th@ S AN
N e’ R Py, ). e L derveloped by *que}eman {s eq.uﬁ’l to lo D'mqus %e ?',". g 5 AL
. F o’ e e N e, 2?; of, the 'pxopoivhkmn &Blaq:s Ape ;.he average»vﬂﬁ’ W V32 o
s where: N . up!o;.'s~ 1 b thergropbrtiocn. ot Blacke- in the~* 4'1.4 it
\ L z e ¥t e . ” | vhote*districts . Co}eman ‘concludes” that’ the’, measuze,gw.;{ o
: . i7" ki _kj LN v - fare not«withﬁht .défects in. tha'E' .there ngy-xb e:nor ‘gt 4w J“w_.' o
: > e % . A "'average Black c”h‘ild" tho has’ pre’t:1seJ,}~ the,,.uuﬁcg}:ed ‘ o,
AN\ > Iy nki BT 2 4,.»4fprfaportion Of whites~in his schobl,, Jackson ?@9,25) v
. Y £ T, e N . -} again °po:.nts* &0 what ‘gppears % b anotbe’rwdefect in - 3 _
s U R Pl . e , |Coleman' szb He dtates that "if aigc}’&ar that - . ") :
. v A . Ve A Célé'n[aq i¢ wsipg th,e term 1ntegrait¢1%o ;efer te | .
oo * A ety . ‘ . wl;a.t'is pr;gentl,y more frequently cud ei aeéegrega- RN B a" o
' ° * 5, "t " . - . w . AP LR ey
s ,: : - " :’:%T — - ’ 'ci!}; ‘(p )451 — ”:”":'37 “Za % el "Li - %",
- . LR TR R S, R TN #Py SN P SN e, e - AR
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Deve loper (s) . . i- Index » . g e e ) .

cisin . S Lo ‘

.. for whethe* or an Sogfecatlon Irdex #2 is a true

Comments -

‘_ | f ' o b‘ ) : ‘,x éif ] \ ;
|
\
&

proportion of variance;' hcwever, the utility of
Segregation Index #1 which deals with ‘the number of
N © N Students who would have to be transferred from one -
. . - . ) school to another in order to equate the minority
° i . proportion(among the schools ié acknowledged.
ﬂanbda D.M. - the pergentage of minority . Each mlnorlty child is seen as contributing to the
LCorp0rat1on . " students placed in a pre-. Desedregation Measure (D.M.), and the Y€ontribution"
L (1971) " . dominantly white school. - .| he' makes |is proportional to_ the pexeentage of non- .
. ‘ minority- students he finds in the”school to which )
. D.I. - the current D.M. divided by he is assigned. "The overall measure of desegrega-
(Homog;néous) . the maximum desegregation - tion leve} for any school system is defined to be
’ . 0 measure possible; the D.M. . equal to the average of these individual 'contxibu-
i . divided by the overall "7 | tions' for all minority students in the system" (p. 18).
. . ' percentage of non-minority °Surprlsing1y‘enough, the Desegregation Index (D.I.)
) ' ' students in the school system. used in the Lambda Corporation study is mathematically
3 . B ) ' identical to the Desegregation Index developed by
X s ) P . Cisin (197Q), although its derivation, differs.’ The
N v . N . ‘ . D.I., consequently, raises the same concerns as that
) ) ’ : voiced previously, i.e., since it deals with schools/
. schodl districts, there is no means for “guarding
P ] against gerrymandering. The Lambda study points out
: that "...very substantial reductions in racial iso-
- . " e lation are possible without .transporting any students
- ) < - "|.who could otherwise walk to school" (p. 6). Also.
o . noted is the fact that such issues as the fundamental
‘ . ‘ . . desirability of 'school desegregation, the extent to
L - Ce - - which busing is justified to reduce the level of

.

( (cont'd) : o . ' e
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. TABLE 1 (cont'd)
'

Developer(s) Index Comments

L] ——— ———
Lambda . Eaﬁﬁm&fisolation in a school systen 2nd the effect
Corporation ¢ of racial composition on the quality of education
(cont'd) . have not been dealt with. _
Rossell & Index of Feasible Desegregation This index was develcped taking into consideration

Crain (1973)

D=

W_ + R

the commonly voiced complaint that there aré not
enough white students to desegregate some big

T I* W I B cities. Consequently, Rossell and Crain's index
(Arbitray Ratio) b3 I di 41 arbitrarily creates schools with 70-30 racial
a| where: -' ratios. "Total desedregation ‘should mean the
. o Yﬁere. . reassignment of black students out of predominantly
. ' W is the smaller of (1) (WS) or . black schools and info white schools to create
dI X . . .
. (2) (7/3 % B.) ‘ \ seventy-thirty racial ratios, until eltﬁer (a)
. S . there are no longer any black students in pre-
. where: . dominantly bla¢k schools, or (b) there are no longer
. B. = numbér of Blacks now in schools any wﬁite students in sbhoolsstbﬁg are less thén 30%
[ Qess than 50% white black" (p. 1?). Unfortunately Rossell and_Crain
. . v have not adequately defined exactly what they mean
'BI = number of Blacks in 50%+ white by "feasible desegregation." "Pogany, whose indices
schools * . will be discussed later, contends that integration
_ : . . - measures which are based upon prescribed majority-
wS - ::Ti:r52§ozgztes now in 95%+ minority mix are distorti've and depend on' a pre-
. o . conceived notion of student welfare (p. 60), i.e.,
W, = number of whites now in schoodls Black students benefit from attending a white
. > T . less than 95% white | school. To him, such a preconceived notion appears
‘ ‘W =W+ Wg + Total no._of‘white to be inherently rac%st‘in nature. |
’ T pupils . - % .
Wqp = number of additional whites who ¢ ’ e eage L
-~ could be in schools less than F , .
. 95% white ' .
Bdf = number of ad@itional Blacks who . o *
could be in schools over 50% ‘white . %
15
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° 'TABLE 1 (cont’'q)

-

o - trn v o o

w M

Segregation Index #2
1] .«

: 512 = SZ/MZ:E,Zni (pi

- 9)2/ NP(1 - p)

where:

S, = Inja]

IS:

»r
2NP(1-E)
Pi = proportion of minority group
N students in tﬁé‘éth chFol

P = proportion of minority group
student$ #n the district
L)
n; = total number of students in the
i ,
ith school
H
N = total number of students in
the system -
4. =

i = P;j - P or the deviation of the ith

2
*S, R In, &

i
0

M) = NP(1-P) -

o
PR 3
t’f_ﬁc.

school from the norm of the districtk

at the other. He stated: "
dition of perfect integration is represented by
the model in which all schools in a district are
similar to one another with réspect to,the pro-
portion of minority group’ students," (p. 5). "
Segregation Index #1 which Cisin developed is
defined as "individually-based," i.e., the final
result can be interpreted in terms of the ‘number
of students needfng to be shifted. Segregation
Index #2 is based on a variance accountability
model in which the total system ¢x. district is
characterized in terms of "total variance" and
partitioned into a "between” schools" cdﬁponent
and a "within schools" component. Since Cisin's
‘Iindices are based on administrative units
(schools/ school districts) rather than socio-
logical units such as the city, neighberhood,
etc., there is no means Eg control against
gerrymandering and since ‘the indice; range from
10 'to 1, it is difficult to determine whether R
they are symmetrical. ’'Based on these two indices,
W}Cisin consequently develgped two concomi tant,
3 *]integration indices; howéver, whether or not
integration necessarily follows desegregation is
a point of ‘contention.
testing Segregation Index #2, which Cisin proposes,
. |is another area of concern, as is the concern

d

... the desirable con- .

. _ . kk\ —
T 2 Y -
Developer(s) ‘ i Index . . - Comments ;\‘
Ira‘qr Cisin * .Segregétibn Index #1 N Cisin perceived the notion of segregaticn)intej\\g
(1970) - o ) X gration as a-.cor.:inuum with total isolaticn at
, SIl +,sl/Ml = Znilpi - Pl/ 2NP(1 -P) one end and some defined‘condition of integration
(Homogeneous;) T

The utility of statistieaTTy—
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- TABLE 1 {cont!

oL . . s .
d e . . . A . <
g ‘. %‘. . ' « [
i3 N 54 . t

- ‘ "./ ¢ a
ia// ¢ N .
s " f/ ” ’ - * .’ - a
Developer (s) g » ¢ Index .- & - Comments .. T
: 5 ¥ , ':' ) .- N
Farley & Index of Dissimilarity ~{ The Taeuber and/Farley indices were devaloped originally
Taeuber - (Taeuber & Taeyber, 1967)- to meaSure residential segre~
(1974) Dwn = %X'wi/wa—‘ni/Nl 'gation.. The index of dissimilarity méasures the extent’
. i, “~ ? <o g - tolwhich°schoolq in a distrigt deviate from the <city-
’ v . g = wide student percentage Negro. , The réplgcemegq index’,
Fnomoggneous)\— Re?lacement Index ihdicates the minimum ‘percentage of non-Negro. pupils -
e . : that must be redistributed in order o have non-Negro
+ e A - - d N . * N .
Dwt ,1L'Wl/“ tl/Tl pupils dis;ributed among schools in the same' manher 'as
o where: . all pupils. The advantages of -the dissimilarity
' 7 d . G ! )
wi = number of non-Negro students -in’ index are;.“ T . .
ith 17, .. N X AT Lo
the 1 schoo”.- 4~ 1) it is eésy to compute and conveniently interpreted
L * : \\ :
W = number of non-Negro students in FZOIOth' 1974! P.. 28) . VI .
the district 2) it has a straightforward, intuitive interpretation
o £ . since it equals the proportion’ of minority (or
’ . " _nd . > -
ni = number of non-Negro students in non-minority) students.wpo would have tg_be trans
‘the ith school e ferred in order 'to achieve the same racial com-
. o e 5, positioh in alli;ﬁhools (Zoloth,. 1974, p. 5;
N = number of Negro students in the Theil & Finizza, 1967,,pége 2 of 10),
i . distriet .. . Its disadvantages include: .
. : L . ‘ N S : .
‘ti = qumber of total students in the 1} it does not ‘give dlrest ?xpfe551on Fo a meaningful
.ith corricept' at the+~level 6f indidivuals {Request for
g ith school : .
; . _ a Propq;al, Coleman, p. 13)
: “_ T = total number qf students in the 2} it is not poi%c¥ Q;%e?ted; it does ?ot.take into
§ ) district N e, account what is‘po itically and logistically
- : . . feasible for that.system (Rossell & Crain, 1973,
' Y . P. 16)% s T .
i ., - 3) its use of absolute differences makes it less
A ~ “ .- suitable when one 'wants to aggregate schools to
- . “~school districts (Theil & Finizza, 1967, page 2

og 10) S

.




. > TABLE'1 (coat'd) . s

. S . —— -
Developex(s) , . Index ) ‘ .Comments I
. ] b .
Farley & : - : . ) . 4) it alsc confuses the term 1ntngratlon with desegr:
Tacuber . T ] S gation, i.e., complete integration according to
(cont*d) ~ > - Farley and Taeuber signifies every school in the
. ) ! . - - districts has the same racial composition as' the
- . . R entire district. o £
N In spite of its disadvantages, it appears to be the
\ ) most’ popular index in use (Theil and FiniZzza, page 1
o — - . of 10). '
' \Pogany . ’ Specified Deviation from . - Pogany devélope‘Vtwo indices in relation to the sug-
(1975) : Average Racial Composition ) gestion that the benefits of desegregation can be )
. ) Fn = Fn(P P) = IN lP P ln i provided”fo; minority students as”loeng as the minority
(Arbitrary 1" Tk i'ti T students do’not. exceed 40 percent of the school .
Ratio) where : population. - If minority children in a school exceed
T . 40 percent, the benefits of desegregation are presumed
ot P& = percent of minority children to be lost -(p. 53). ‘The first index he termed "the
e , - : : in the community (system) - “specified aeviatlon\from average ‘racial composition”,
‘ . ) ’ . and it was designed only to evaluate the acceptablllty
. Pi = percent of m;norlty children 4 of a given student assxgnment scheme and not to measure
- in the 1 school district of 1ntegratlonw._He states the advantage of Fn is that the
the communlty ' ‘mingrity composition of the schools can be specified-
) without placing ah exceSSiVely strong requirement
’Ni = tota% number of, children in . gp the school system. . i
, the i school district of _ _ | - .
the community - : ; : ) L C e
’ ~ Community Effort to Reduée ,ﬁ - The second fndex Pogany. termed y (community effort to
. ] Racial Isolati¢n s ‘ reduce racial isolation). "The y ratio considers the
T ' o . effort to the community to .desegregate regardless of
* o Y = cclc ) . ) its sizé and racial ‘composition” (p. 60). Schools in
. \ .
3¢ T - ' -
. \ A
21 , L. ® 22
N n o . o
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TABLE II . ;
£ > o
ES Proportion
. Index # Students “Minorities
Racial Entropy ' -08 T70%* ;= ) ; 3
. “ - ’_ LN
3
Cisin #1 47%% ~20 . ;
t B
Cisin #2 - 73%* . 19 é
K
. 1
[ K
Dissimilarity 7 3
Index ’ 8 48*x -17 k
Replacement ) . :
Index 44%* 62** ‘. ;
Feasible ' . y
." Desegregation -20 . -47%* .
Interracial 4 ‘ - R -
Contact "° . =383> i ~90**
Standardized ~ ’ o 7
Measure- of « ./ g > .
Segregation . I5*x R is S
. w .
X ’ y
*% p < .05 ) . ;
> - - s . 3
R # students, proportion minorities = .06 . . 3
- \ ’ . . A
) Zero Order Correlations Among , E
E-
A &
. » P
' the Indices and Demographic Variables 5
¢ ¢ o :
* » ‘ 4
- ,_,_,(/ . B¥:
" - . . ‘ §
« - / " ' ;,
" ) : ) . ]
L4 M 7
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— L TABLE III  _ ,
. ‘ ! ' # Students’ ' Proportion of Minorities st
’ . . Controlling -for Controlling fox ° 3
Index Proportion of Minerities * __# Students 1
. T ' . . |
; — ' —Racial- Entropy ~17 L71¥x i
Cisin #1 . .49+ ) | =25%%* N 1
. . o
Cisin #2° . L 74%x 23%%’ A& -]
- ) \ i ~
. —-Dissimilarity , A 3
. Indgxd - s0%% —234* /
Replacergnt ' t ‘ o,
* " Index . 52** <, ’ 66%x* .
Feadible o . - _ _ DU
' . Desegregation N -20 -, =g 7%
N . . . v . <
) N ’ ' \ ) . 4“ ’ ’ . -
' .. Interracial : C ‘ .
; Contact ~T74%% . ~95* ¥ )
T e . . -
Standardized . R
- . [Measure of . o Lo o '
N Segregation . 75 ** : 17 - 4 .
, . P . R . ‘
. — v b4 ' »
s . s

v First Order Partial Correlations ’ .
Y —‘ - . o ]
- - Among the Indices and Demographic Variables P , :
. -7 o o ‘\ ) .
R ) : ¢
b . =S
- N\ — , X . '. PR
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5umnary of the l?egresspn An&lyses

H
’”
. [ )

Usfng Number Students and Proport‘m‘n Q.f. M.annt;.es* .

o As Independent Variable P

Racial Entropy.”

.

v

.

S‘tanda;cii zed
RegreSsion Reg?ess ion
Coeff1c1ena ﬁqeff1c1eqt .

Mult. R. R

. ~

Propertion Minoritiés .70 ',& ~49 ¥

# studéents 71 .50

¢

)
~ ¢

Cisin #1

# Students 'Y ) 32
Proportion Mihorities .52 .27

' CiS¥in #2

#Students 4. SRTIY & 54
_;roportldn Mxnorit1es~ 5 . .56

LN

Q:.gs;ml&rlty Inq,ex

L4 - < B
# Student\é . .48 .23
Prgpoft;ior\z -Minorities ! ,52- .37 ,

-
.
) e

Replacement Index

“.38 .3
# Studepts’ L740 .58

‘o - 2

-

Proportién Minorities: ' . .62

Feas 1ble Desegreg'ation

. Pfoport}dn Minorities . .4,7 0.23
# students . . 250 . .25

-
o .
s - -}

o o
a «

.71.r°




L, e B T R AN '
SR e, . . ® TR 2?":0 sa ~’Standardized = -
i K ; s # LT ;% ? R@g-zessmn Regression |
3 e e 0T T e MultlkR - Gain Coe‘fficxent Coe»fflca.ent

e . ’ . & - a T Yyt ?fr o —

.o, ) N . Interrac.tél .,Gontact T . :’: o 7 o, fortur

] P . ' R P K . e P A . @
' °, Propor.tlon M.mor:.t:.es N . .'.90& «80, % ‘}Wi . pee,,wf“g..- -?9’7‘ -.88

i “#students -, - . " T.96  ged W aiYao T liacs)” +.33

‘ A . o S S Ty ¢ 3% 96 :‘Zo*{“'%"

‘ \o." ) * o ’:\", -t ‘ - e 2 - Y ‘ .cg,°0° ¢ . ' ‘n:
It ' ' e Y ’ S‘zandardlza Mé@?ui‘e of Segregati=on T e e K ) |

" - .aao , S . - %"; af. Qs oo i. . s R ~»m>o o o L 90

IO Students e e ° s “3”175 Y- A Tooe s 17(25) ° 15 g

P T Proportlon Minorities: °- .. 76 ~58 . .01 ToLa74(-1y -0 Tk
. .r;* - 0.0 9 o [y . 4y .: . %, Ky .ZG("J.) '.0)“0 :
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TABLE V .

‘ Hypothesis Tests Using the Size of the Districts St

LY A
ER A

As An Independent Variable

14

g ) LN
e (N=23) (W=23) - (N=22)
Lo _ Small _Mediumn . _Large |
" Index ] X S.D. ‘ X . S8.D. X S.D. F P
Racial Entropy .47 - 14 .41 .15 .42 . 100 1.3 .28
Cisin #1 .17‘ .14 .24 .16 0 .37 .14 10:6 .00
*cisin #2 .04 .05 .05 .04 ™. 36 11 16.1 .00
Dissimilarity ) - .
Index . 150 .14 .25 .16 .37 .14 12:4 .00
Replacement " ’ - ) . .
Index . .93 . .03 .0S .06 .08 .04 4.5 .02
f‘eas(ible L [}
Desegregation .93 .16 .93 .12 .91 .09 .16 .85
) ’ M v
Interracial PR v
“Contact .74 .15 .75 .16 .67 .13 2.1 .14
Standardized . R
Measure of , - )
Segregation, .03 -.04 .05 .05 .16 .11 -18.5 .00 .
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\TABLE VI )
© (N=22) T (N=23) (N=22)
__ Low _Medium _ High
Index X «S.D. X S.D. , X S.D,
Racial Entropy /28 .09 | .146 .05 .55 -08
cisin #1 .33 .19 .23 .4 23 .16
Cisin #2 .06 .06 .07 .08 .10 .13
¢
Dissimillarity A g
Index .31 .19 ,r\‘l .23 .14 .23 -.16
. . :
Replacement\
Indgx .03 .02 .05 .03 ..08 .08
2
Feasible:
Desegregation . .99 .04 94 .10 .84 .16
\ . ¢! - e
Interracial ‘ ‘. i .
Contact Lo . .84 .07 .13 .07 .58 .16
N N
Standardized ’
Measure of ’ - )
Segregation . 06 .06 ~lo7 Los qo .12
N "‘1': 0
» \; ’
. . N
Hypothesis Tests Using the Proportion of
* " Minorities as an Independent Variable
»\.;n\ . .

——y

1.4

2.1

.07

.25
.13
‘.OO
" .00

.0GC
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